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From The Editor

I

am very pleased to be able
to bring you this, our second
issue of Strategic Vision. It
is our aim to gradually build on
Taiwan’s strengths as a center of
academic and security expertise
with an accurate and concise understanding of the ever-changing
dynamics of the Asia-Pacific region. Our goal for this Englishlanguage bi-monthly periodical is
to build authority for Taiwan as a
source of high-quality analysis on pressing security and defense
issues that face leaders, policymakers and other stakeholders in
Taiwan, the United States, and throughout the region.
The Center for Security Studies was excited about launching this
project in January, and building on the success of our first issue,
we are proud to be moving forward hand-in-hand with our new
partners at the National Defense University.
I am especially happy to welcome two new members to our
Editorial Board. Dr. Ming-Hua Tang, Director of NDU’s Institute
of Strategic Studies; and Felix Wang, Director of NDU’s Research
and Development Office. Their expertise and experience will help
ensure that we continue to provide timely, high-quality analysis
of trends and events impacting the Taiwan Strait, and the entire
Asia-Pacific region.
Case in point: the security environment in the Asia-Pacific is
shifting, and in this month’s issue we tackle one of the major factors influencing this trend: the American strategic pivot to Asia announced in November. Former USAF officer Aaron Jensen gives us
a backgrounder, examining the domestic drivers for the new policy
and looking at the global impact. Jane’s correspondent J. Michael
Cole provides some insight into how the pivot will likely benefit
the powers in the region, including China, and Dr. Vijay Sakhuja
describes the various reactions to the policy in India. With a more
local focus, Dr. Edward Chen looks at the reciprocal nature of USTaiwan ties in the midst of this policy shift, and Dean Karalekas
examines the delicate balance Taipei is striking between the region’s
two major powers: China and the United States.
We hope you enjoy this, our second issue, and many more issues
in the future.
Dr. Fu-Kuo Liu
Editor
Strategic Vision
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Turning East

With domestic drivers, the new US military posture will have a global impact
Aaron Jensen

M

uch as George W. Bush will be remembered as the president who plunged
America into the Middle East and
Central Asia, Barack Obama will be viewed as the
president who decisively recommitted the United
States to take a leading role in Asia-Pacific affairs. The
ongoing drawdown in Iraq and Afghanistan has enabled the United States to shift its attention squarely
on the Asia-Pacific Region. With its vast markets and
rapidly growing economies, strong US-Asia trade is
viewed as a vital component for future American
economic growth. President Obama has often stated
that no region is as vital to America’s future prosper-

The United States also faces numerous challenges in
the Asia-Pacific Region. Foremost among these challenges is the rise of China and its increasing military
capability. Fueled by double-digit budget increases,
the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) has become a
capable and respected fighting force. As serious differences over regional, and worldwide, security issues have endured, the United States has grown more
concerned over China’s capability and intentions in
the region. Washington has decided to respond by
undertaking a major military shift to Asia in order
to balance China’s rising military capacity.
The US military’s shift to Asia is characterized by

ity as Asia.

several new developments. First, over the last sev-

Aaron Jensen is currently a graduate student at National Chengchi University who served as an officer in the
United States Air Force for seven years. He can be reached at: aaronjen1975@hotmail.com
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eral years, it has been bolstering its presence in the
region. Most recently, Australia has agreed to permanently host a force of several thousand US Marines.
Secondly, the US military has introduced two new
concepts: The Air-Sea Battle Plan and the Joint
Operational Access Concept (JOAC). The former
calls for the US Navy and Air Force to work together
more closely, creating greater synergy and combat
effectiveness. The JOAC goes a step further in calling for joint cooperation and planning to overcome
emerging anti-access/area-denial (A2/AD) challenges. These initiatives are widely viewed as attempts to
counter the growing military capability of the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) in the region.
As the United States shifts its focus to the AsiaPacific, it is also reducing its military budget.
However, this reduction will not seriously undermine America’s goals in the region. US forces in
Europe will bear the brunt of overseas reductions,
and Obama has specifically stated that cuts won’t af-

fect operations in Asia. As the US military gears up
for operations in the Asia-Pacific, it is tailoring its
forces to deal with the vast oceans which dominate
the region. The navy will retain all eleven of its carrier battle groups and the air force will retain most
of its combat units. Additionally, funding for the air
force’s next-generation bomber will be preserved.
In contrast, as it draws down from ground intensive
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, the military is
reducing manpower by 20,000 marines, while the
army will lose 80,000 troops.

Greater cooperation
Finally, US military strategy in Asia calls for greater
cooperation with regional allies. Washington and
Tokyo have continued to build military relations over
the last decade. The United States is also seeking to
develop a closer relationship with India, which is seen
as future great power that can help provide balance

photo: Lance Cpl. Demetrius Munnerlyn
Sgt B. Albayer of the Mongolian Armed Forces aims in during a patrol at Five Hills Training Area during Khaan Quest 2011 near Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia.
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and security in the region. Perhaps most importantly,
the United States is working to build closer military
cooperation among regional allies. In July, 2011, the

“Perhaps most importantly, the
United States is working to build
closer military cooperation among
regional allies.”
US forces held a joint military exercise with Japan and
Australia in the South China Sea. In 2007, Japan and
Australia signed a joint declaration to increase security cooperation and Japan has also recently sought to
strengthen maritime security cooperation with India.
America’s shifting military strategy is part of a larger, comprehensive pivot to the Asia-Pacific region.
This pivot involves a three-pronged approach that
utilizes economic and diplomatic initiatives, as well
as increased force deployment and deepening military relations. This simultaneous approach creates
synergy as initiatives in one area help strengthen
those in other areas. Increasing its military presence
(either permanently or in the form of exercises) and
selling weapon systems to foreign countries usually
contributes to stronger diplomatic relations between
the United States and its allies. Purchasing American
arms is seen as a powerful symbol of shared vision
and cooperation between nations. It also contributes
to greater military interoperability when both sides
use similar weapons systems. Arms buyers also incur
economic benefits by participating in the weapons
assembly process and through technology transfers.
A key factor in America’s military pivot to Asia
has been the change in thinking within the State
Department and the Pentagon towards China.
According to Kenneth Lieberthal, in late 2009, the
State Department and the Pentagon began to take a
tougher stance on China while warning other nations in the region about China’s growing military

capabilities. This shift in thinking was largely due to
the PRC’s more assertive posture in areas such as the
South China Sea and the East China Sea.
Economic concerns also factor into the decision.
Countries in the Asia-Pacific and South Asia are
among the fastest growing economies in the world:
economies that could offer lucrative markets for
American good and services, which would translate
into the potential for jobs and increased economic
activity that would help lift the United States out of
its present precarious financial situation.

Defense contractors
A powerful domestic driver in America’s military
emphasis on Asia is the potential economic gains
for US defense contractors. As US and European defense budgets have decreased or remained stagnant,

photo: U.S. Navy Photo;
An SM-3 missile is launched from the Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force
destroyer JS Kirishima during a US/Japan joint exercise.
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defense companies have naturally sought to make
up for lost profits by shifting their attention to the
Asia market. Marked by strong economic growth and
ongoing security concerns, Asia is a rapidly growing

“A powerful domestic driver in
America’s military emphasis on Asia
is the potential economic gains for
US defense contractors.”
market for arms sales. Wealthy Asian allies like Japan
and South Korea have traditionally purchased the
bulk of their foreign arms from the United States.
According to Wendell Minnick of Defense News, it
is estimated that East-Asian nations will spend over
$23 billion on new fighter aircraft and upgrades in
the coming decade.
Newer Asian arms customers such as India and
Southeast Asia are also a source of optimism for
American arms manufacturers. It is expected that
India will spend $100 billion on foreign arms over the
next decade. According to Walter Doran, president
of Raytheon Asia, Southeast Asia and India are both
developing into very good markets. The Philippines
recently allotted an extra $1 billion to its defense
budget as part of the Capability Upgrade Program.
Included in this program was the purchase of three
large coast guard cutters from the United States. In
2009, the Obama Administration even announced

Boeing, Lockheed Martin,
United Technologies and
Northrup Grumman were all
among the top 20 spenders in
political lobbying in 2011,
spending a combined total of over $57 million
on lobbying efforts.

that it was prepared to consider selling non-lethal
military equipment to Vietnam.
The gargantuan profit earned by defense companies
has led to a close and cooperative relationship between government and the defense industry. Defense
contractors are among the top spenders for political

photo: Airman 1st Class Krystal Garrett
US Vice President Joe Biden speaks to military personnel at the Yokota Air
Base in Japan August 24, 2011 while on a nine-day tour through Asia to
discuss bilateral, regional, and international issues.

lobbying. In seeking to influence policy, they typically
weave economic and electoral issues into lobbying
efforts. In 2011, Lockheed Martin commissioned a
study by a Texas-based financial firm on support for
F-16 sales to Taiwan. The report argued that the F-16
sales would produce 16,000 jobs and $768 million in
tax revenue, particularly in key election battleground
states like California, Texas, Florida, and Ohio.
Because of important economic and domestic political factors, US politicians often lend their support
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photo: Petty Officer 3rd Class Sebastian McCormack
National Guard member Pfc. Sam McQuaid patrols while on a reconnaissance mission to gather intelligence on the 31st Marine Expeditionary Unit’s
amphibious landing at Freshwater Bay, Australia, as part of the force-on-force training during exercise Talisman Sabre 2011.

to such arms sales during foreign visits. In February,
2010 the US Embassy in India asked Senator John
Kerry to endorse a pending weapons purchase during his visit to that country. Later that year, President
Obama traveled to India, where among other things;
he announced a $5 billion sale of US military equipment to Delhi.

Less attention elsewhere
America’s military pivot to Asia will mean that other
regions and allies will garner somewhat less attention.
Europe will take the largest hit as two army combat
brigades and two air force fighter squadrons are redeployed or deactivated. Overall, a total of 11,000 US
servicemen of the current 80,000 will leave Europe.
Observers such as The Economist have described
the future of American forces in Europe as bleak and
have argued that European Command (EUCOM) re-

mains crucial to US strategy because it covers many
hot spots and is closer to other problematic regions.
However, despite these force cuts, American forces in
Europe remain impressive. Germany alone will still
retain 40,000 US troops, which is greater than the
number of US military personnel currently stationed
in South Korea. Force reductions in EUCOM will also
help push European nations to take a leading role in
their own defense. Recently, key European allies such
as France and Britain have already shown more assertiveness in regional operations such as the establishment of a no-fly zone over Libya and conducting air
strikes against Muammar Gaddafi’s regime.
While the European theater will continue to be important, it simply does not compare with the challenges which the United States faces in Asia. The implications of China’s rise dwarf any current concerns
in EUCOM. Additionally, traditional security threats
such as North Korea are unlikely to disappear soon. n
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Navigating the Pivot
Renewed US leadership in Asia seen benefitting everybody, including China
J. Michael Cole

A

lthough the claim that the US had
“abandoned” Asia never fully held up to
scrutiny, in recent months the Obama administration has repeatedly signaled its renewed
commitment to the region, a decision that will have
direct implications not only for China, but also for
Washington’s allies. A more proactive role for the
United States politically and militarily will likely unshackle longstanding regional partners, particularly
Japan and South Korea, as the “security guarantees”
that come with US leadership will provide the assurance that they would not be alone should their
assertiveness spark ire in the region’s capitals. The
strategic “pivot” to Asia occurs as Washington disengages its forces from Iraq and begins to draw down
operations in Afghanistan. Although Washington has
attempted to portray its re-engagement as benign,
there is little doubt that the principal reason for the
US “return” to the region is the growing influence of
China, whose “rise” and growing ambitions not only
threatens to displace the United States as the region’s
security guarantor—a role it has filled since the end
of World War II—but also create anxiety in the AsiaPacific and beyond.
For wary Chinese officials, this re-engagement appears to confirm the view that the US and its allies
are bent on “containing” China. To a certain extent
this assertion may be true, but if so, it differs in one
major aspect from the US security guarantees in the

photo: Sierra
Images of Obama figure prominently at a souvenir stand near the Great
Wall of China.

region that characterized the past seven decades:
While in the past Washington adopted a “hub-andspokes,” or bilateral, approach to regional alliances,
we now appear to be seeing the emergence of a truly,
if malleable, regional bloc intended as a countervailing force to China. The reason behind this is very
simple: No country, not even the United States, has
the economic, political and military capability to take
on China single-handedly.

Multiple considerations
Needless to say, the rationale behind the US pivot to
Asia is multidimensional and is not limited to containment, though that aspect, if not officially unacknowledged in Washington, remains an important
component. Other considerations include North
Korea’s nuclear ambitions and the uncertainties surrounding the regime’s behavior following the death of
the nation’s leader, Kim Jong-il, in December last year.

J. Michael Cole is a Taipei-based correspondent on China and Taiwan for Jane’s Defence Weekly and Jane’s
Intelligence Review, and deputy news chief at the Taipei Times.
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photo: Seaman Helen Frank
Amphibious Transport Dock Ship USS Cleveland during the fifth phase of Pacific Partnership 2011, a five-month humanitarian assistance initiative with
port visits to Tonga, Vanuatu, Papua New Guinea, Timor-Leste and the Federated States of Micronesia.

Perhaps even more important is a desire in
Washington to avoid the emergence of an arms
race in the Asia-Pacific, a development that, left unchecked, would increase both the risks and destructiveness of armed conflict in the region, not to mention the likelihood that US forces would be drawn
into any contingency there. Because of the “strategic
uncertainty” within the region surrounding China’s
rise, Asian defense spending will likely surpass that
of Europe for the first time this year. Military spending by Asian countries was up 3 percent in real terms
last year.
Since World War II, the US-Japan alliance has
played a large role in dissuading Tokyo from developing nuclear weapons. Signs of waning US commitment to the region could therefore have provided
ammunition to those in Japan who argued for the
development of a nuclear arsenal, which Japan could
develop relatively quickly given its advanced technological and industrial base. The eventual deployment

of Type 094 SSBNs by the People’s Liberation Army
Navy, which once operational will carry Julang-2
(JL-2) nuclear missiles, added to uncertainties surrounding North Korea’s nuclear program, would also
exacerbate fears in Japan and likely compel it to embark on a program of its own.

Non-nuclear states
The same umbrella, which comes in the form of conventional deterrence, is also believed to account, at
least in part, for the fact that to this day, countries
like South Korea and Taiwan have no nuclear weapons programs despite facing strong—and at times
belligerent—military opponents.
Not only is the renewed US commitment likely to
prevent the emergence of new nuclear powers in the
region, it could also play a stabilizing role in terms of
developments in conventional military forces, while
facilitating “jointness” and interoperability through

US Traditional Allies b 11

military exercises, which are not only getting more
frequent, but also bigger.
The 31st edition of the “Cobra Gold” military exercises held over a period of 11 days in February
were reportedly the largest since their inception in
1983, involving more than 13,000 military personnel
from the United States, Thailand, Japan, South Korea,
Indonesia, Singapore and Malaysia.
Aside from reassuring countries in the Asia-Pacific,
the US pivot is, by design, creating the conditions for
greater multilateralism, with regional allies feeling
more confident they can rely on Washington to stabilize matters should Beijing or Pyongyang grow bellicose over what they perceive as signs that the region
is “ganging up” on them. Doubts over US commitments could explain why, in recent years and despite
North Korean belligerence and Chinese assertiveness
in the East and South China Sea, for example, there
were few major multilateral military exercises and

little intra-regional cooperation on defense matters.
There are signs that such regionalism is now occurring. In November 2011, for example, the Philippine
government called on South Korea to provide it with

“The US pivot is, by design, creating
the conditions for greater multilateralism, with regional allies feeling more
confident they can rely on Washington
to stabilize matters.”
aircraft, boats and other hardware to increase its military capabilities, a request that, we should note, occurred amid rising tensions between Manila and
Beijing over disputed islets in the South China Sea.
The following month, the Japanese government announced it was lifting a four-decade ban on arms exports and joint development of military technology,

photo: Pfc. Mark W. Stroud;
Royal Thailand Marines, along with infantry Marines with the Battalion Landing Team, 2nd Battalion, 5th Marine Regiment, 31st Marine Expeditionary
Unit, 3rd Marine Expeditionary Brigade Forward, III Marine Expeditionary Force, assault the beachhead in an amphibious assault raid Feb. 10, 2011, during
the multinational training exercise Cobra Gold 2011.
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photo: Spc. David J. Marshall
Members of the Philippine Marine Corps Silent Drill Team await inspection during a community relations project in support of Balikatan 2009 at Fort
Bonifacio, Taguig, Republic of the Philippines on April 29, 2009.

a policy shift that has received the full backing of the
US government, which has long called on Japan to
transfer technology to allies. (Ironically, by lowering
fears within the region, the US pivot could undercut
efforts by Japan to sell weapons to allied countries,
which might prefer to piggyback on US security guarantees rather than increase their defense budgets.)

In early March, Japan’s Self-Defense Forces (JSDF)
announced that it would, for the first time, participate
in the “Balikatan,” or “shoulder to shoulder,” military

Korea and Australia have also indicated they could
participate in the exercise, which though simulating
a major natural disaster, is nonetheless replete with
political implications and signals directly to China.
What makes Japan’s participation in “Balikatan”
even more exceptional is that it occurs under a
Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) government, which
came to power on a platform vowing better relations
with China. Moreover, such a move goes counter to
the DPJ’s historical wariness of involving the JSDF
in any “collective defense” arrangement, as this could
contravene Japan’s Constitution.
It is difficult to imagine Tokyo announcing such a

exercises with US and Filipino forces at the end of
March and in early April. The move has been interpreted as a desire on Tokyo’s part to display a Japanese
presence in Southeast Asia, a claim that is reinforced
by the fact that the drills would use Palawan Island in
the South China Sea as the main staging point. South

decision without certain assurances from Washington
that it will not be alone facing China should this development anger Beijing. In fact, Washington very
probably encouraged Japan to do so.
The stabilizing factor of US engagement within the
region could also be beneficial to Beijing, as the op-

Greater Japanese presence
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posite—bowing out of Asia—would risk opening
a Pandora’s box fueled by anxiety and uncertainty,
and therefore a greater likelihood of armed conflict
and even greater military spending. It is interesting
to note that that the rise in regional defense spend-

“Assuming that such dynamics can be
changed, the US ‘pivot’ need not necessarily be against China.”

ing described above coincides with the period during which the US was perceived as having given up
on the region.
As long as the US commitment to the region avoids
exacerbating Zhongnanhai’s fears of containment,
China will also reap the benefits of regional stability,
with national coffers continuing to contribute largely
to trade and development rather than the militarization of society.

tinued shortcomings in military transparency and
saber-rattling on the Diaoyutai/Senkaku Islands and
the South China Sea will only encourage the US-led
regional alliance to remain exclusionary, and perhaps
more belligerent. To date, the Chinese leadership has
opposed a multilateral approach to resolve regional
disputes, while the US pivot appears to hinge on the
emergence of such a grouping.
Assuming that such dynamics can be changed, the
US “pivot” need not necessarily be against China, and
ways could be explored to create an inclusive regional
forum. Key to this will be for regional leaders to realize that future regional stability will depend on the
willingness and ability of all the players involved to
operate in a multilateral environment. Despite the
initial apprehensions in Beijing, the US return to the
region could make it likelier that such a forum develops in a rational and effective way, with linchpin states
like Japan and South Korea playing a crucial role. n

Humanitarian focus
Focus on humanitarian assistance, such as with
“Balikatan,” can also avoid seeming too threatening
to China while facilitating jointness between regional
actors. At some point, China could be invited to participate in some regional military exercises, which
would also help to dispel its fears of containment.
Reassured by a strong US commitment, regional powers could in fact be more inclined to allow China in as
a participant. This, of course, will require willingness
on the part of Washington and Beijing to abandon
the exclusionary, “you’re either with us or against us”
model that currently characterizes not only relationships with the region’s two principal powers, but also
the composition of regional forums and major military exercises, such as “Cobra Gold” and RIMPAC.
For its part, Beijing will have to accept that con-

photo: Janine Fabre
A US Marine loads a mortar during Exercise Talisman Sabre 2011.
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View from Delhi
New US strategy of Asian re-engagement receives mixed reactions in India
Dr. Vijay Sakhuja

photo: Aquaview

I

Flags outside the White House welcome the Indian prime minister.

t is indeed surprising to see India being referred to in the new United States military strategy in which it seeks to “rebalance” itself and play
a larger role in the Asia-Pacific region that will, in the
words of President Barack Obama, “affect American
security and prosperity in the 21st century like no
other.” The US Department of Defense’s recently released strategic guidance document notes that, “The
United States is also investing in a long-term strategic
partnership with India to support its ability to serve as
a regional economic anchor and provider of security
in the broader Indian Ocean region.” Perhaps what
is interesting is that India is being given the status of
“security provider:” Washington expects New Delhi
to play a major role in the Indian Ocean and also
hopes to draw it to be more proactive in the Asia-

Pacific region and support US strategy.
Likewise, the strategy makes note of China, which
is not surprising. It emphasizes the importance of
China in “peace and stability in East Asia” and seeks
a “cooperative bilateral relationship.” Although the
strategy does not point overtly towards China as the
primary challenger in the Asia Pacific region, it seeks
greater transparency and “greater clarity of its strategic intentions in order to avoid causing friction in
the region.” It will be useful to mention that China is
a leading power in Asia, and one that would like to
dominate regional affairs; but it must contend with
a United States that might be unwilling to accept
China’s rise and attempt to provide a counterbalance.

Culture, trade and Buddhism
The new US military strategy has received mixed reactions in India. There is a view—held by a minority—that both India and China enjoy civilizational
contacts built on culture, trade and Buddhism. They
argue that the two Asian giants are major players
in an evolving Asia; bilateral trade is growing and
is expected to reach US$100 billion by 2015, compared to US$74 billion in 2011. Both sides are already
working together on a number of global issues such
as climate change, counter-piracy operations in the
Gulf of Aden, and in multilateral institutions such
as the BRICS bloc of nations. Despite differences on

Dr. Vijay Sakhuja is Director (Research) Indian Council of World Affairs, New Delhi. The views expressed
are the author’s own and do not reflect the policy or position of the Indian Council of World Affairs.

Reactions from Delhi b 15

photo: Roberto Stuckert Filho
The leaders of the BRICs nations take the stage at the leaders’ summit in Sanya, China April 14, 2011.

the process for settling boundary disputes, the two
sides have agreed to set up the Working Mechanism
for Consultation and Coordination on India-China
Border Affairs to address border management and to
maintain peace and tranquility in the border areas. It
is also, in the words of the agreement, to “study ways
and means to conduct and strengthen exchanges and
cooperation between military personnel and establishments of the two sides in the border areas.” The
two Asian powers have also resolved to work together
for a prosperous and stable Asia. In such a situation,
this minority opinion observes that the United States
is an external actor in Asia and is devising strategies
to dominate regional affairs: a domination of Asia
that is reminiscent of the colonial past.

Big enough for two
Likewise, another small constituency argues that Asia
is big enough for both China and India and can accommodate their ambitions, aspirations and interests,
though there is no place for outsiders. It has also been
argued that external powers such as the United States

have long-established interests in the region and are
therefore integral to the rise of Asia, particularly given that there are ongoing trends in the globalization
of economics, security and technology, and ignoring the interests other stakeholders would be a folly.

“New Delhi’s support for the US
military strategy could catapult it
to a new strategic pedestal in the
region.”
However, the dominant view in India is that the new
US strategy could potentially keep China busy in the
Pacific region and prevent it from openly threatening
Indian interests in South Asia and influencing India’s
neighbors such as Pakistan, Nepal, Bangladesh, Sri
Lanka and Myanmar which have been overtly leaning towards China and supporting it against India.
In that context, it is useful to point out that China’s
convergence with South Asian countries is premised
on three pillars of critical support pivoting on the
diplomatic, political, and economic, involving sub-

16 b STRATEGIC VISION

photo: World Economic Forum
Chengal Reddy speaks at the India Economic Summit 2011 in Mumbai.

stantive nuclear, military, technological, and industrial assistance.
Further, proponents of the above view argue that
there is also the prospect of India playing a leading
role in the rapidly changing Asian security landscape,
and New Delhi’s support for the US military strategy
could catapult it to a new strategic pedestal in the
region. India would then potentially benefit from
a free ride on US military engagement in the Asia
Pacific region, which can provide a security guarantee, particularly in the South China Sea, without committing resources to the safety of its trade and other
economic interests. In such a situation, this would
help India to focus on economic development and
build sufficient power potential to emerge as a major Asian power, and possibly challenge China in the
long run. This would rule out China from achieving
the strategic rationale to contain India in the South
Asian region. It would also provide an opportunity
for India to manage the affairs of the Indian Ocean.

Strategic engagement
The new US military strategy seeks a strategic engagement with India. India’s choices of globalization
have resulted in strong economic growth and offered
a number of opportunities for increased transactions
with the major powers of the world, including the
United States. In strategic terms, these strengths have
also spawned defense-technology relations with the
United States and fostered a series of defense-tech-

nological collaborative enterprises. Perhaps India-US
strategic cooperation has followed a higher trajectory
and catapulted Indo-US relations to new heights and
could even compete with the Indo-Russian strategic
partnership that has been in existence over the last
four decades. Although the pathways and approaches
of these two partnerships are different, these have resulted in the augmentation of India’s military prowess and strategic strengths. Perhaps the most signifi-

“New Delhi is offering Washington
the best in terms of pluralism,
democracy, and market economics.”

cant aspect of the India-US relationship has been the
nuclear deal facilitating transfer of US technology,
as well as the US role in a Nuclear Suppliers’ Group
waiver for the supply of nuclear fuel. The transfer of
military hardware has made the partnership more
robust. Also, the United States envisions New Delhi
offering Washington the best in terms of pluralism,
democracy, and market economics, and in the words
of one Indian strategic thinker, India would “prefer
a preeminent United States to a preeminent China.”

Geostrategic spaces
The document outlining the new US military strategy
makes note of the challenges and opportunities “in
the arc extending from the Western Pacific and East
Asia into the Indian Ocean region and South Asia.”
These are significant geostrategic spaces connected
through the maritime medium. China’s maritime
strategy has been primarily conditioned by its imperative to ensure free flow of its commerce through
the Indian Ocean. It has assiduously nurtured a proactive diplomacy to further its geostrategic, geopolitical, and geo-economic interests and built cordial
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bilateral relations with several states in Southeast
Asia extending to the Indian Ocean littorals in South
Asia, with predominant geo-energy concerns in the
Middle East and East Africa too. This dynamic steers
China’s Indian Ocean policy and overall maritime
strategy. In that context, China’s apparent intent is to
secure and monitor its critical energy supply chains
from the Strait of Hormuz to the Strait of Malacca.
Piracy in the Gulf of Aden and Red Sea has added
to Chinese concerns, and the PLA Navy has maintained a continuous presence in the Indian Ocean
since 2008.

China’s challenger
China’s concerns about India arise from its evolving
close relationship with the United States, the primary
challenger to China’s rise as a global power. China
would like to temper any possible India-US partnership and limit cooperative ventures between India
and the United States, as it perceives such coopera-

tion would be inimical to its interests.
The optimists of India-China bilateral relations have
cautiously weighed the consequences of any pact
with the United States, particularly at the cost of
that country’s relations with China, and would prefer to stay out of any possible US-China rivalry. The
pragmatists of India-US relations echo sentiments
of optimism and growing understanding between
New Delhi and Washington. They see a convergence
manifest in the strategic domain to contain China,
and in their schema, the new US military strategy
offers several opportunities to build power potential
and challenge China.
India’s political and diplomatic establishment would
have to be careful to avoid being drawn into any SinoAmerican competition. Similarly, China should look
at India not as a competitor, but as a stakeholder in
the prosperity of Asia. In that context, the Chinese
leadership has observed that “There is enough space
in the world for India and China to achieve common
development... to have co-operation.” n

photo: Lt. Cmdr. Derek Peterson
US Navy divers and their counterparts from the Indian Navy take part in Salvage Exercise (SALVEX) 2011 in the Andaman Sea.
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Quid Pro Quo

Taipei can expect to get as much out of Washington’s pivot as it puts in
Dr. Edward Chen

I

t is inevitable that the US return to Asia will
have a significant impact on Taiwan-US relations. Since Washington first signaled its intention to come back to Asia in 2009, the international
environment in the Asia-Pacific region has changed
dramatically. It is within this context that Washington
has decided to adjust US-Taiwan relations by granting
Taiwan a “strategic reassurance” and viewing it as “an
important security and economic partner.” Certainly,
the US return to Asia does not necessarily suggest that
Washington will facilitate a full-scale confrontation
with Beijing, much less a war between America and
China. Instead, the United States is fundamentally

committed to developing a positive and cooperative
relationship with China. Therefore, the main theme
of this essay is that, while the US return to Asia is in
Taiwan’s national interests, Taipei and Washington
may have to reciprocate with one another in both
words and actions if their amity and partnership are
to be further consolidated.

Rumours greatly exaggerated
US economic and strategic adjustments have proved
that the rumors about a declined American presence
in Asia—and its eventual absence from the region—

photo: Staff Sgt. Lakisha A. Croley
An F-16C of the type Taipei has been requesting to purchase since 2006 receives fuel during the Northern Edge Premier Joint Training Exercise in Alaska.
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have been greatly exaggerated. President Barack
Obama proposed a Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP)
framework at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) Summit in Honolulu, Hawaii on November
12, 2011 with the sponsorship of Japan, Canada and
Mexico. Despite China’s strong opposition, he placed
the politically sensitive South China Sea disputes on

continues to adopt a conciliatory policy towards an
emerging and antagonistic power like China, it has
the potential to only make this power even more aggressive and demanding.
As a result, despite China’s public objection, top
US and Japanese defense and foreign affairs officials
reaffirmed the US-Japan security alliance and called
for Taiwan Strait peace through dialogues in a June
21, 2011 joint statement of the US-Japan Security
Consultative Committee, titled “Toward a Deeper
and Broader US-Japan Alliance: Building on 50 Years
of Partnership.”

America’s Pacific century

photo: CSIS
Ambassador Demetrios Marantis discusses the administration’s vision for
the Trans-Pacific Partnership and other trade policy priorities in Asia.

the agenda in the East Asia Summit (EAS). Obama
went on to Canberra on November 14, declaring that
US troops will be stationed in northern Australia.
A new drastically changing era has begun as a result
of increasing US-China competition and mutual suspicion in the Asian-Pacific region. Most states in the
region have gradually come to feel uncomfortable on
a variety of issues, ranging from Renminbi (RMB) exchange and trade conflicts, the South China Sea sovereignty disputes, a subtle competition between the
China-led Association of Southeast Asian Nations’
(ASEAN) plus three bloc and the US-led TPP: all of
which threatens to lead to a possible confrontation
between China and the United States.
It was in 2009 that the United States started to feel
that China was not just an emerging power but an aggressive one, as illustrated by more fervent claims by
China that Taiwan, as well as Tibet, the South China
Sea, and the Diaoyutai (Senkaku) Islands, are its core
interests. There is the risk that, if the United States

It is in this context of an evolving security environment that US Secretary of State Hillary Rodham
Clinton pointed out November 10, 2011 in a speech
at Hawaii University’s East-West Center that “The
21st century will be America’s Pacific century…The
United States is proud of our long history as a Pacific
nation and a resident diplomatic, military, and economic power. And we are here to stay.” She pointed
out that the United States “will remain committed to
the One-China policy and the preservation of peace
and stability across the Taiwan Strait, emphasizing
“We have a strong relationship with Taiwan, an important security and economic partner, and we applaud the progress that we have seen in cross-strait
relations between China and Taiwan during the past
three years and we look forward to continued improvement so there can be a peaceful resolution of
their differences.”
For Taiwan, Clinton’s statement in Bangkok,
Thailand on July 21, 2009 that “the US is back” in
Asia was absolutely an important message. President
Ma Ying-jeou responded by announcing that his administration would be seeking three lines of defense:
namely, promoting the institutionalization of crossstrait peaceful development, strengthening Taiwan’s
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photo: Sgt. Pete Thibodeau
U.S. President Barack Obama and Australian Prime Minister Julia Gillard speak to troops on the 60th anniversary of the US-Australian alliance in Darwin,
Australia, November 17, 2011. Obama announced that up to 2,500 US Marines would be stationed in northern Australia within the next few years.

contribution to international development, and integrating diplomacy and national defense. According
to this strategy, the status quo would be maintained
while winning the support of the people at home
and promoting cross-strait relations by using “nonindependence” to meet the minimal needs of China
and by benefiting from economic cooperation across
the Taiwan Strait. The United States—always more
than willing to witness improvements in cross-strait
relations—could likewise help by creating a favorable
environment for cross-strait peaceful development.
In Late November 2011, when asked “what kind of
a security partner do you want Taiwan to be, and
in what context do you expect Taiwan to play its
security partner role?” at the Washington Foreign
Press Center, White House Deputy National Security
Adviser for Strategic Communication Ben Rhodes
answered that the United States and Taiwan “have, of
course, a security relationship that has been a longstanding relationship that involves, obviously, communication between our militaries and sales from
the United States to the Taiwanese military. And so

there’s been a longstanding relationship between the
US and Taiwan that’s been important to, I think, our
commitment to fostering a stable region.
“The context is very much one, of course, of the US
support for a one-China policy and for there to be
a reduction in any tensions in cross-strait ties, and
we’ve welcomed steps that have been taken to build
cross-strait ties,” Rhodes elaborated. “So we’ve always
viewed this as a situation where there’s a concurrent
responsibility for the United States – one, to maintain
our relationship with Taiwan as it relates to a military-to-military relationship, but also an economic
partnership that has benefitted both the United States
and Taiwan. But also, the broader context is the US
support for a one-China policy and for a reduction
in any cross-strait tensions.”

A quid pro quo relationship
International relations are, at their most basic, a quid
pro quo relationship. Washington and Taipei’s security and economic partnership is no exception. The
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United States offers the Republic of China (ROC) a
strategic reassurance which has never been seen since
1979, when the two countries cut diplomatic ties.
However, strategic reassurance is by no means empty
rhetoric. It must be transformed from oral guarantees
into practical policies. More importantly, strategic
reassurance is not simply a one-way commitment.
The US return to Asia is in both Taiwan’s and
America’s national interests. Therefore, Taipei and
Washington may have to reciprocate with each other
in both words and actions. There is no free lunch in
the real world. When the United States offers Taiwan
a solid commitment, it certainly expects Taipei to
act as a responsible security and economic partner.
First of all, Rhodes pointed out that Washington
has a responsibility to maintain its military and economic partnership with Taipei. The United States
will not expect a small country like Taiwan to play
a role akin to that of Japan or Australia. However, it
expects that Taiwan will fulfill its duty in defending
itself under integrated programs of US-Taiwan military exchanges, training, and arms sales.

Safeguarding international norms
Second, Rhodes asserted that the most important role
of the United States, as a leader in the Asia-Pacific,
is to safeguard international norms in the region.
Other than self-defense, Washington also expects
Taipei to make good use of long-range radar and
reconnaissance aircraft to help monitor and analyze
the air and naval activities of the relevant countries
in securing maritime transportation, sea-lane security, free navigation, and preventing oceanic and
seabed natural resources from being monopolized
by any one country.
Third, US-China security relations, as he made clear,
have been developed under the framework of the
one-China policy aimed at reducing cross-strait tensions. Therefore, the United States has a responsibility

to maintain its security and economic security partnership with Taiwan so that Taiwan can have confidence in entering negotiations with China.

“If Taipei wants Washington to extend its Visa Waiver Program ... sign
an extradition agreement and enter into the TIFA ... Taiwan will have
to reciprocate by importing more
American medicines and agricultural products.”
The United States welcomes the improvement of
cross-strait relations largely because it will be involved or entrapped in the conflict once cross-strait
tensions escalate. In other words, Washington is more
than willing to see both sides of the Taiwan Strait improve their relationship because this is in its national
interest. Therefore, it expects Taipei to constantly
improve ties with Beijing.
Fourth, the United States and Taiwan, as Rhodes
confirmed, not only have close military relations but
also maintain a mutually beneficial economic partnership. During his Asian trip, Obama was successful
in convincing US allies and partners to sign contracts
to procure American products and welcome more
imports from the United States in the future.
Washington will likewise expect Taiwan to import more US products in the future. If Taipei wants
Washington to extend its Visa Waiver Program to
citizens of the ROC, sign an extradition agreement
and enter into the Trade and Investment Framework
Agreement with it, as well as providing the island with
an opportunity to participate in the TPP, Taiwan will
have to reciprocate by importing more American
medicines and agricultural products (US beef, in particular), strengthening intellectual property rights,
and putting its economic and trade structure on the
right track as early as possible. n
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High-Wire Act

Balance is key as Taipei stands astride China’s rise and America’s pivot
Dean Karalekas

A

merica’s re-engagement with the
Asian region is widely seen as a cause of
renewed fears of encirclement on the part
of Beijing—fears that could lead to a continued antagonistic stance in maritime disputes. Thus far, Taipei’s
tacit support of Chinese aggressiveness has not led to
a reduction of tensions, and may only serve to add
to it. The task facing Taipei is therefore to maintain
stability in the Taiwan Strait, as well as in the entire
region, by balancing regional powers and minimizing tensions. To do this will require a renewed commitment to forging cross-strait confidence-building
measures as well as respect for international law.

In the early part of the century, as America became consumed with its wars in the Middle East, it
was perceived as having abandoned Asia. This period coincided with China’s rapid economic, military
and diplomatic rise, the initial phases of which were
marked by Beijing going to great lengths to demonstrate its peaceful intentions, focusing on a policy of
good neighbourliness and soft power. Starting in late
2007, however, expectations that the People’s Republic
of China (PRC) was readying to assume a leadership
role as a responsible member of the international
community were cast into doubt as Beijing’s assertiveness began to grow, culminating in the conflict

Dean Karalekas is a researcher with National Chengchi University’s Doctoral Program in Asia-Pacific Studies
and executive editor of Strategic Vision. He can be reached for comment at dkaralekas@hotmail.com
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over the Diaoyutai (Senkaku) Islands in 2010 and the
Binh Minh incident the following year. These and
similar events led nations in the region to become
apprehensive about China’s intentions, and many
responded by solidifying their security ties with the
United States. This, in part, is cause for the recent
American re-engagement in the Asia-Pacific, as well
as for increased defense spending and military buildups on the part of countries such as India, Japan,
South Korea, Singapore and Vietnam.

played that role in the Asia-Pacific, but as its regional economic influence is gradually being displaced
by China’s rise, Beijing perceives an opportunity to

Spheres of hegemony

succeed the United States in that role and reassume
its natural, historical position of centrality in Asia.
Hence, policymakers in the PRC find it hard to understand why its military build-up is being perceived
as threatening by countries in the region, as it does
not consider this build-up to be antithetical to its
professions of a “peaceful rise.”
As a result, the countries in the region, while happy
to derive economic benefits from integrating their

Traditionally, a hegemonic power provides public
goods to regional order in the spheres of political,
security and economic benefits. Most theories of
hegemonic stability theory agree that military superiority is an essential component for a world—or in
this case a regional—hegemon to possess. Since the
end of the Second World War, the United States has

photo: Shihhung
ROC troops conduct drills in an armored personnel carrier.

“Policymakers in the PRC find it hard
to understand why its military buildup is being perceived as threatening
by countries in the region.”
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economies with that of China, are continuing to rely
on America to act as regional security guarantor, as
well as providing political leadership on the international stage—two roles China remains incapable of
assuming. Taiwan is the only exception.

Resisting overt action
Taipei has resisted taking any overt actions to enhance its security relationship with Washington even
as the US policy of re-engagement was welcomed in
Tokyo, Seoul, and Delhi, and by much of the ASEAN
group of nations. Most likely this is an attempt by
the government of Taipei to avoid upsetting Beijing
and putting at risk the great strides that the two sides
have made since 2008 toward developing an amicable
relationship. Ironically, this hands-off approach may
be to Washington’s benefit as well, as the US administration values, above all else, a maintenance of the
status quo in the Taiwan Strait and has, in the past,
exerted pressure on Taipei to avoid raising China’s
ire and risking increased tensions.
The United States therefore finds itself in the contradictory position of at once supporting Taiwan’s
closer relations with China while ensuring that crossstrait relations do not go so far as to permit a binding
political rapprochement that would upset the wider
security balance in the region. This is not inconsistent with US policy on the trilateral relationship:
one of strategic ambiguity marked by its one-China
policy and a rhetorical support for unification by
peaceful means. At the same time, the United States
is acutely aware that should Taiwan deliver itself into
the Chinese fold, this would be detrimental to maintaining the geostrategic status quo in the region: it
would grant China control of the first island chain,
push America and her allies back to the second island chain, and seriously jeopardize US security partners throughout the region, especially Japan, Korea
and the Philippines, while giving the governments of

those nations serious doubts about America’s commitments and capacity for maintaining regional security. These doubts would very likely lead to a rapid
militarization of the region, including possibly the
development of spheres of influence that would create a polarization and heightened security tensions.
Taiwan is the only government in the region unable
or unwilling to conceptually separate the hegemon’s
economic function from its political and security
roles. While the policy is presumably an attempt to

“The PBOC announced in late
November that, for the first time in
nearly three years, it had cut the required reserve ratio for all Chinese
bank lenders by 50 basis points.”
maintain the status quo in the Taiwan Strait, it may in
fact have the opposite effect, contributing to greater
instability in the region and leading to an enhanced
American military footprint as described above. This
is especially true as the nature of America’s new military posture is predicated on “places, not bases.”
Taiwan, the famously unsinkable aircraft carrier, is
arguably one of the region’s most important places,
and it is integral to maintaining the freedom of navigation in the sea lines of communication, which has
been identified as one of America’s prime security
concerns in the region.

Impeccable balance
It is therefore incumbent upon Taiwan to perform
a high-wire act with impeccable balance: placating
both China and America by continuing to avoid any
actions that would invite a backlash from Beijing,
whether warranted or not. This must be accomplished
while stopping short of jeopardizing Taiwan’s lynchpin position in the first island chain.
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Thus far the policy in Taipei has been to tacitly
or overtly support Beijing’s increasingly aggressive
stance in regards to disputed islands in the South
China Sea and East China Sea. Again, this is a leastworst-case policy aimed at an avoidance of challenging Beijing in these regards, and justified by claims,
such as those in the South China Sea, that are based
on the same historical evidence used by Beijing to
support China’s own claim over that body of water.

A proactive approach
The development of a more proactive approach would
accomplish several tasks: it would allow Taipei to
negotiate with Beijing from a better position, as well
as serving as a model for the PRC to follow on how
to act as a responsible member of the international
community: a goal very dear to China during the
period of its peaceful rise. This can be accomplished

in a number of ways, two of which are by seeking to
establish military confidence building measures with
the PRC and other regional powers, and by following
the example of every other South China Sea claimant
in embracing the United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).
Seeking to forge substantive military-to-military
confidence-building measures (CBMs) with the PRC,
as well as with other powers in the region, would help
reduce the possibility of misunderstanding and military escalation in the region. The Republic of China
(ROC) has a long history of maintaining amicable
military exchanges with countries throughout Latin
America, Africa and Asia, with ROC officers participating in training programs—sometimes alongside
their PRC counterparts—in countries such as the
United States, Canada, and Great Britain. One of the
most cordial relationships enjoyed by the ROC military is with Singapore, through the Starlight program

Public Domain Image: US DOD
The first and second island chains.
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that dates back to 1975. This relationship becomes all
the more important as Singapore recently offered US
aircraft and Naval vessels the use of its facilities in a
bid to boost stability in the South China Sea and the
Straits of Malacca. Such CBMs would not be forged
easily, but they would contribute to a diffusing of the
security dilemma and add to stability in the region.
Likewise, the People’s Liberation Army has been developing multi-level forms of military diplomacy
since the late 1990s. As suggested by China analyst
Kenneth W. Allen, these CBMs can help establish
communication channels, restrain force capabilities,
and promote transparency of military activities, thus
improving maritime safety and establishing rules and
norms for the behaviour of the region’s militaries.

International law
The international community perceives Beijing’s insistence on the historical “nine-dotted-line” as the
basis of its claims in the South China Sea as a refusal
to comply with international law. It betrays that country’s mistrust of international institutions in global
problem solving—a stance that is not unusual for a
country unused to operating in a modern, international environment, and one beholden to a zero-sum
mentality. Ironically, while Taiwan is effectively shut
out of virtually all such multinational endeavours and
organizations, it is far more conversant with operating under the norms and conditions of the international community as it had decades of experience in
this arena prior to China’s rise. By voluntarily ascribing to the UNCLOS demarcation and rules, Taipei
could demonstrate to the world in general, and to

is expanded, it would have the double advantage of
helping to dispel tensions among regional countries
worried that Taiwan is parroting China’s stance on
maritime disputes while demonstrating to China the
value of the international system in securing peace
and prosperity.
The primary challenge and overriding task for the
Asia Pacific is to establish a balance between the powers in the region and to keep the tension between
them at a minimum. This is especially important as
America’s re-engagement with the Asian region will
cause Beijing to fear encirclement and continue on
the path of antagonistic behaviour. Taipei’s support

Beijing in particular, that Taiwan is a modern polity
worthy of membership in the fraternity of nations.
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ recent announcement that they are not aligned with Beijing on the issue of Japan’s naming of small islands in the Senkaku
group is a step in the right direction. If this policy

of Chinese aggressiveness only contributes to this rising tension. But Taipei is in a position to contribute
to stability by accepting the new US defense posture,
building bridges between the PRC and regional actors, and committing to negotiating with China from
a position of strength. n
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An ROC paratrooper shows the colors at an airshow in Tainan.
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